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Porella once more, 

I. By Auguste Le Jolis. 

Mr. Marshall A. Howe, having been so courteous as to send 
me a copy of his recent paper on " The North American Species 
of Porella," reprinted from the Bulletin of the Torrey Botan- 
ical Club, November, 1897, in which I am somewhat criticised, 
I beg leave to present a brief reply in the same Bulletin. 

In his paper, Mr. Marshall A. Howe concludes, from the iden- 
tification of the specimen in the Dillenian herbarium, that the 
name Porella must " stand as the name of the genus." I cannot 
agree with such a deduction. If, owing to that identification, the 
specific question has long ago been resolved, the generic question is 
quite another thing, and it stands thus : Is the Dillenian lycopodi- 
aceous genus Porella a previous equivalent to the modern genus 
Madotheca ? Is its generic character the true generic character of 
Madotheca f That is the question. 

Dillen has established his genus on " naked antheraceous cap- 
sules, without operculum or pedicel, dehiscing by several pores 
through the sides, and emitting a farinaceous powder," whence 
the name Porella. Consequently, any plant which does not bear 
such capsules, with several farinaceous pores, cannot be entered 
in the genus Porella nor can be entitled to bear that significant 
name Porella. 

It is to be considered that Dillen, after ranging his Porella 
among the lycopods, describes and figures another specimen of the 
same species in his genus " Lichenastrum " (== Jungermannid), 
under the name " Lichenastrum filicinum pennatum " (Hist. Muse, 
495. pi. j 1. f. 23), the specimen of which, in the Dillenian 
herbarium, according to the opinion of S. O. Lindberg and Prof. 
S. H. Vines, certainly belongs to the same species as the specimen 
of " Porella pinnata." In fact, Porella was a mere blunder of Dil- 
len, and a name which is the expression of such a gross blunder 
cannot stand as the name of a modern scientific genus. 

I may add that Mr. Marshall A. Howe seems to have some- 
what misunderstood my papers on Porella, for I have never written 
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" that Dickson considered his Jung.ermannia Porella to be different 
from the Porella of Dillenius " ; on the contrary, I have said that 
Dickson, having compared his Jwigetmaimia with the specimen of 
Dillen, did find out that the two plants were alike. 

I may also give notice that my own copy of" Dillenii Historia 
Muscorum " is the editio princeps of 1741, and that I have not 
seen the reprints of 1763 and 181 1, to which Mr. Marshall A. 
Howe has only had access; I am then ignorant if those reprints 
or reproductions of the plates are quite identical with the standard 
original edition. 

As to the expression "Porella pinnata L.," it seems most un- 
reasonable thus to point out Linne as the author of the genus and 
species, when he himself declares that he has never seen the plant, 
gives no description of it, and quotes only the Dillenian name, 
affixing to it the sign t, meaning that the plant is thoroughly 
unknown to him. 

Cherbourg, January 9, 1898. 

II. By Marshall A. Howe. 
While the author of the paper which M. Auguste Le Jolis has 
honored with the foregoing comments believes that the chief end 
of botanical science is the study of plants rather than of plant- 
names, a sentiment which his well known critic would heartily 
endorse, he nevertheless cannot well wholly evade the puzzles of 
nomenclature and is obliged to admit that their correct solution 
is a matter of considerable importance. In regard to the principal 
point referred to by M. Le Jolis — the question of equivalence of 
Porella and Madotlieca — the only inquiry that needs to be made 
by one who follows the code adopted at Rochester in 1892 by the 
Botanical Club of the American Association for the Advancement 
of Science is whether the species to which these names were 
originally applied are congeneric. That these species are thus 
congeneric has, I think, been sufficiently demonstrated, and seems 
not now to be contested even by M. Le Jolis. The French 
savant's chief objections to the use of the name Porella are in ac- 
cord with the sentiments of the Paris Code of 1867, which is ac- 
cepted by the great majority of American systematic botanists of 
to-day only with certain modifications. The practical application 
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of the Paris code, with its provisions for various exceptions to the 
law of priority, led to such diversities of usage in matters of 
nomenclature, especially, perhaps, in the Phanerogamia, that 
working systematists in various parts of the world have thought 
to secure greater stability of nomenclature in the end by closer 
adherence to the priority principle, even though this principle is 
not so easy to apply as to formulate and unfortunately calls for 
the disappearance of many familiar names. Practically the sole 
limitation imposed on priority by the Rochester code is the initial 
date 1753. Three of the articles of this code are : 

I. The Law of Priority — -Priority of publication is to be regarded 
as the fundamental principle of botanical nomenclature. 

II. Beginning of Botanical Nomenclature. — The botanical no- 
menclature of both genera and species is to begin with the publi- 
cation of the first edition of Linnaeus' " Species Plantarum," ira 

1753. 

* * * * * * * 

V. Publication of Gettera. — -Publication of a genus consists 
only (1) In the distribution of a printed description of the genus 
named ; (2) In the publication of the name of the genus and the 
citation of one or more previously published species as examples 
or types of the genus, with or without diagnosis. 

In accordance with the spirit of the second part of Article V., 
I would, therefore, with Lindberg, Spruce, Carrington, Pearson, 
Mitten, Arnell, Underwood, Evans, Kaalaas, Rossetti, and others, 
(at times, also, Stephani, Massalongo and Schiffner), take the 
ground that Porella is not a nomen nudum with Linnaeus. It is 
true that he never saw the plant, but he did give it a place among 
his genera and species, and referred to the figure and description 
given by Dillenius, and this saves the Porella of Linnaeus from 
being a " bare name." 

It is incontestable that Dillenius made serious errors in his in- 
terpretation of the characters of the plant and that these are em- 
balmed in the name Porella. Yet the meaning of his description and 
figures was sufficiently clear to give Dickson (on receiving what was 
perhaps the first specimen of the plant thereafter sent from America 
to Europe) ground to " suspect " that his plant and that of Dillenius 
were " the same " — which he easily proved to be the case by com- 
paring the specimens. And it seems to me that his figures and 
description were sufficiently clear to have enabled others besides 



98 Le Jolis-Howe: Porella once more 

Dickson to " suspect." But " Porella " was from America. If it 
had been attributed to Europe (where, also, Porella pinnata is said 
to occur) the botanists of the time would, it may be, have been 
more curious to know what the genus which the distinguished 
Linnaeus had thought worthy of being copied into his works really 
was ; would, perhaps, after Dickson's identification and corrections, 
have written it as a synonym of Jungermania, and, possibly, on the 
final dismemberment of the latter group, would have assigned it 
its proper place with the necessary emendations. But " priority " 
was not so much in vogue in those days, though, in general, there 
was great respect for the Linnaean names. As it was, however, 
Nees (in Naturgesch. Eur. Leberm.) recognized " Porella Dill." as 
a synonym of his Madotheca Porella. 

"Madotheca" itself, in its original form, has little to boast of 
over Porella. Dumortier, in his Commentationes Botanicae (1822, 
p. in), writes : 
Madotheca 

Colesula ore coarctato ; theca quadridentata ; elaters vagi cir- 
cumdati. 

Platiphylla Laevigata 

Thuya 

Not an essential character of the "genus " Is touched upon* and 

* Greatly superior to this is S. F. Gray's diagnosis of the equivalent Cavendishia 
published one year earlier (Nat. Arr. Brit. PI. 1: 689. 1821). It reads as fol- 
lows : 
" XVIII. 332. Cavendishia. Cavendish. 

" Monoicous. Male. Anthers spherical, pedicelled, solitary, in the axillae of the 
perichaetial leaves. Fem. Calyx lateral, ovate, narrow at bottom, compressed, be- 
coming cylindrical ; mouth truncated, serrate, slit on one side ; peduncle short, not 
jointed; capsule spherical, seemingly 4-valved; valves upright, irregularly networked ; 
seed roundish; elaters membranaceous, tubular ; helices double, loosely twisted; leaves 
2-rowed, 2-cut, segments unequal, conduplicate. 
"I. Cavendishia platyphylla. Broad-leaved cavendish. 

"Stem lying down, bipinnately branched ; leaves, upper lobe roundish, ovate, 
scarcely cut ; lower lobe and stipules strap-like, uncut. 

"Lichenastrum arboris vitae facie, foliis minus rotundis, Dillen Muse. 72, 32. 

"Jungermannia platyphylla, Lin. S. P. 1600 ; Eng. Bot. 798; Hooker Jung. 40. 

"Jungermannia cupressiformis (1, Lamarck Encyl. 3, 383." 

[ Two varieties, fi major and y thuj aeformis , are also described, and the habitat 
given. ] 
" 2. Cavendishia laevigata. Smooth cavendish. 

"Stem lying down ; branches irregularly pinnate ; leaves 2-rowed, unequally 2- 
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the identity of the group is recognizable only by the familiar form 
of the three specific names that he mentions."* He does not even 
state where these names may be found in the works of his prede- 
cessors. Moreover, " Madotheca " is placed in his Tribe I., the 
Lejeuniaceae, the members of which have the following charac- 
ter: " Theca pellucida univalvis quadridentata." But the " theca " 
of his Madotheca is no more pellucid than in some members of his 
Tribe II. (Jungermanniaceae), in which this organ is said to be 
coriaceous, the theca is not univalved, and it is not quadriden- 
tate in any modern sense of the term. It is true that Dumortier 
improved considerably upon this diagnosis nine years later, yet 
the name owes its worth chiefly to the emendations of Nees von 
Esenbeck ; and Porella, it must be confessed, owes very much to 
the emendations of S. O- Lindberg. 

It cannot be disputed that the name Porella was given through 
a wrong understanding of some of the characters of the plant. 
Yet if generic or specific names are to be rejected simply because 
they are inappropriate or embody misconceptions, where are we 
to stop ? Under this method of procedure, every writer may con- 
sult his own tastes and caprices as to the aptness of a name, as 
the past history of taxonomy has abundantly demonstrated. 
Commonly used and " classical " generic names f that were 
founded on wrong ideas or that are false and misleading except 

lobed, thorny-toothed ; upper lobes largest, rounded ovate, lower strap-shape, fiat 
pressed close; stipules oblong, 4-sided, thorny-toothed. 

"Jungermannia laevigata Schrad. Samml. 2, 6; Hooker Jung. 35. 

" On the ground in mountain woods." 

If this hepaticological work of S. F. Gray was mere compilation, as has been 
alleged, it was a much more intelligible compilation, on the whole, than that of Du- 
mortier in his Commentationes Botanicae. About the only part of the above descrip- 
tion that can be considered positively wrong is the attributing of a monoicous charac- 
ter to the genus, while both the species on which it is based are now uniformly de- 
scribed by systematists as dioicous. Yet a modern morphological investigator writes : 
" Les Madotheca sont monoi'ques, on trouve les deux especes d'organes de reproduc- 
tion dans la meme inflorescence (Fig. 52, PI. IX.)! " [L.-A. Gayet, L' Archegone 
chez les Muscinees, Ann. Sci. Nat. Bot. VIII. 3: 199. 1897.] 

Bellincinia and Antoiria of Raddi are also older than Madotheca and no one 
doubts their meaning. 

* See remarks of Richard Spruce on Dumortier's genera. [On Cephalozia, I.] 

f Eulophus Nutt. (ev, well, and Xofyor, a crest) "is not well applied,". says Asa 
Gray, " to a plant with no crest at all." Yet the name appears in De Candolle's 
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for the original species are not far to seek and from these we may- 
pass to any shade of inappropriateness. 

The identity of the species to which Linnaeus applied the bino- 
mial Porella pinnata, without ever seeing it himself, will, I think, 
hardly be called in question, and knowing the species we also 
know its genus, even though the generic diagnosis can never be 
completed and properly restricted until all the species of the 
group in the world are accurately known. Knowing the single 
species to which the generic name Porella was applied by Dillenius 
(copied by Linnaeus), and knowing, too, by tradition or otherwise, 
the three species to which Dumortier in 1822 (with an unmeaning 
8-word diagnosis) applied the generic name Madotheca, we are 
agreed that the four species are congeneric. Our main point of 
difference, then, is over the question whether the Dillenian and 
Linnaean name, which has claimed a goodly number of partisans 
in recent years, shall stand, or the name introduced by Dumortier 
some seventy or eighty years later — a question concerning which 
men equally honest, equally thorough-going and equally " scien- 
tific," may doubtless differ. Personally, believing that a rigorous 
application of the priority principle gives promise of the best final 
solution of our nomenclatural difficulties, I cannot do otherwise 
than to adhere to the name Porella. 

If Dillenius had Porella pinnata also under " Lichenastrum 
filicinum pennatum " on a later page of the Historia, as seems 
well attested, this fact would have no special bearing on the point 
at issue, for " Lichenastrum " does not appear as a genus on the 
pages of Linnaeus; and Linnaeus, not Dillenius, is our starting 

Prodromus and is generally used. 

Galax L. " Name from yaka, milk, of no conceivable application to the plant " 
[Asa Gray], Vet it is adopted in Engler and Prantl, Nat. Pfl. Fam., and is in gen- 
eral use ; and the only known species is Galax aphylla L. , of which Linnaeus never 
wrote one word of his own in the way of specific description. Moreover, the leaves of 
Galax aphylla are the most conspicuous part of the plant. In this case we have a 
specific name that is positively false ("a mere blunder" of Linnaeus!), a generic 
name that is certainly misleading, and a species which Linnaeus never formally de- 
fined, yet " Galax aphylla L." is maintained by every one ! 

Chamaelirium Willd. (Name from x a f^ al > on the ground, and Xeipiov, lily.) 
Plant 1^-4 feet tall. " Genus founded on a dwarf undeveloped specimen." In 
Engler and Prantl, Nat. Pfl. Fam., and generally used. 

This list of more or less grossly inappropriate names might be widely extended. 
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point, even though we are often obliged to go back of Linnaeus 
for the proper understanding of his genera and species. The 
" Lichenastrum filicinum pennatum " is said to have come from 
Patagonia, one quarter of the earth's circumference from Pennsyl- 
vania, the habitat of Porella pinnata, and if Dillenius classified it 
under quite a different head it is perhaps only additional proof 
that the illustrious cryptogamist shared with other mortals the lia- 
bility to err. 

M. Le Jolis says that, " As to the expression ' Porella pinnata 
L.' it seems most unreasonable thus to point out Linne as the 
author of the genus and species when he himself declares that he 
has never seen the plant, gives no description of it and quotes only 
the Dillenian name," etc. Yet hepaticologists, almost without 
exception, now write " Targtonia hypophylla L.," to which Linnaeus, 
so far as I am able to discover, never gave one zvord of his own in 
the way of specific description. But Targtonia hypophylla L. cannot 
fairly be called a nomen nudum, for he made his meaning clear by 
citing descriptions and figures in Micheli and other authors who 
were mote familiar with the plant than he. Writing " Targionia 
hypophylla L.," then, simply signifies that Linnaeus was the first to 
combine the specific name hypophylla with Micheli's generic name 
Targionia. So, writing " Porella pinnata L." means simply that 
Linneaus was the first to combine the specific name pinnata with 
Dillen's generic name Porella. It would certainly be most unrea- 
sonable and unjust, in a formal systematic work, to write " Tar- 
gionia L." over a generic diagnosis without accompanying it by 
" Ex Michelio," inasmuch as Micheli was its real author; under 
the same circumstances, Porella should be followed by " L. Ex 
Dill." as I have written it in the paper to which M. Le Jolis refers. 
But that the day may sometime come when there shall be sufficient 
uniformity in plant nomenclature to justify the dropping of the 
name of the author entirely in all ordinary use is a thing to be 
hoped for. 

M. Le Jolis is to be congratulated on his possession of the 
" editio princeps " of the Historia Muscorum. We imagine, how- 
ever, that the essential points in the controversy are covered 
equally well by the Edinburgh reprint of 1811, together with the 
abridged edition of 1763. 
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M. Auguste Le Jolis says: " I may add that Mr. Marshall A. 
Howe seems to have somewhat misunderstood my papers on 
Porella, for I have never written ' that Dickson considered his 
Tungermannia Porella to be different from the Porella of Dillenius '; 
on the contrary, I have said that Dickson, having compared his 
Jungermannia with the specimen of Dillen, did find out that the 
two plants were alike." M. Auguste Le Jolis would have given 
a somewhat more accurate idea of what I really wrote if his 
quotation marks had been a little more widely inclusive. My 
statement was : * "Mr. James Dickson was the first to detect 
that the Porella of Dillenius belonged to the Jungermaniaceae, and 
it may be worth while to quote his narrative of the circumstances, 
especially as M. Le Jolis has somewhat recently f given the im- 
pression that the discovery was wholly a chance affair and also 
that Dickson considered his Jungermannia Porella to be different 
from the Porella of Dillenius." The last half of this " impression " 
of mine was derived from the following words of M. Le Jolis : \ 
" II [Dickson] donne ensuite une description et une figure de cette 
espece, la considerant avec raison comme nouvelle § et en souvenir du 
nom de Dillenius la nomme Jungermannia Porella." If M. Le 
Jolis meant by " nouvelle " simply that the species had not hitherto 
been entered in the genus Jungermania we owe him an apology. 
He should be allowed the privilege of interpreting his own words. 
It is true that in the preceding lines (/.' c.) he had stated that 
Dickson " reconnut que les deux plantes etaient semblables." But 
" semblable " seems to a foreigner to have a slightly dubious 
meaning, especially in connection with such words as cited above, 
and, I suspect, does not exhaust the possibilities of the French 
language for expressing Dickson's complete conviction as to the 
specific identity of the two specimens. 

Mr. Dickson himself says on this point: "Upon the most 
careful examination, I found my Jungermannia to agree exactly 
with his Porella, but could find no fructification upon his speci- 
men. As I have no doubt that my Jungermannia and his Porella 

*Bull. Torn Bot. Club, 24: 513. 1897. 
f Rev. Bryol. ig: 99. 1892. 
I Rev. Bryol. ig: 99, line 33. 1892. 
§ The italics are ours. 
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are one and the same plant, I shall next endeavor to trace how 
Dillenius has fallen into this error." Dickson's identification has 
been repeated by competent critics several times since, and one 
might go so far as to infer from his latest statements that even M. 
Auguste Le Jolis no longer entertains doubts as to what Porella 
really was, but perhaps I misunderstand him. 

M. Le Jolis has often in his various papers on the nomencla- 
ture of the Hepaticae referred with becoming deference to the 
opinions of one of the great masters of hepaticology — Dr. Richard 
Spruce. Below, however, are words of Dr. Spruce (relative to the 
use of S. F. Gray's generic names) which, so far as I know, have 
never been quoted by M. Le Jolis : " The dogma of the absolute 
sanctity of the earliest generic or specific name is a comparatively 
modern invention. That it is, generally speaking, worthy of adop- 
tion there can be no doubt, not so much as an act of justice or 
courtesy to authors as for the sake of settling the synonymy, and 
out of a multitude of names to have some certain guide to the 
selection of the only one needed. But if it were claimed solely as 
a right of authors, it might safely be asked if there were no duties 
the fulfillment of which should entitle an author — or his successors 
for him — to prefer that claim. That there are such duties is so 
plain that I need not stay to point them out. For the present, 
however, it seems that, whether the duties have been fulfilled or not, 
the right of preference of the most ancient name is the absolute rule 
of botanists." * 

Columbia University, New York, January 26, 1898. 

* Rev. Bryol. 8 : 90. 1881. The italics of the last sentence are ours. 



